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Southwestern Bell Telephone Company ("SWBT") submits this Reply to the "Reply

Comments" ("RTC Reply") of the Rural Telephone Coalition ("RTC") which addressed SWBT's

request that the Commission reconsider that part of the Qnka: 1 which makes incumbent local

exchange carriers ("LECs") responsible for securing intellectual property ("IP") licenses necessary

for qualifying carriers to share infrastructure.2 The RTC Reply fails to address the legal issues

identified by SWBT, and seeks to ignore or minimize the practical difficulties of that requirement.

The Commission should grant reconsideration on this issue, and adopt SWBT's suggested

alternative as the means by which qualifying carriers can obtain any necessary IP licenses.3

In light of the RTC Reply's characterizations of SWBT's position on IP licensing, SWBT

1 Implementation ofInfrastructure Sharing Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of
1996, CC Docket No. 96-237, Report and Order, FCC 97-36 (February 8, 1997) ("Q.nkr").

2 & SWBT's "Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification" filed on April 3, 1997
("Petition") Reconsideration on this same issue was also sought by BellSouth Corporation, GTE
Service Corporation, and Octel Communications Corporation. ~ "BellSouth Petition for
Reconsideration," "Petition for Reconsideration of GTE Service Corporation," and Octel's
"Petition for Limited Reconsideration," each filed in CC Docket No. 96-237 on April 3, 1997.

3 ~ Petition, pp. 6, 7.
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feels it again must again clarify the fundamental basis for its position. Embedded in SWBT's

operations is intellectual property, the vast majority of which is licensed from third parties. Those

licenses limit SWBT's use and disclosure of the IP, and the terms and conditions of the licenses

vary. Neither the Telecommunications Act of 1996 e'Act") in general nor Section 259 in particular

voided those licenses, or otherwise permit SWBT to ignore their limitations, terms or conditions.

To the extent that a sharing request involves IP, rights to the IP~ need to be obtained from the IP

holder to permit the sharing. It is entirely possible for a particular sharing arrangement that no

additional licensing would be needed; however, this is a determination that will need to be made in

light of a factually specific request and the IP license implicated. SWBT's IP positions are further

explained in "Comments of SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company,

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell," filed April 15, 1997, and "Reply Comments of SBC

Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell," filed

May 6, 1997, in Petition ofMelfor Declaratory Ruling, File No. CCBPol 97-4, CC Docket No. 96

98, which are hereby incorporated into this Reply.

Various reasons compel the conclusion that the qualifying carrier should be required to

procure its own licenses when necessary.4 RTC does not rebut those reasons directly, but seeks to

minimize the requirement imposed by the Qnkr by characterizing it as "articulat[ing] the need for a

reasonable level of cooperation with respect to the licensing needs" of the qualifying carriers.5

4 Id., pp. 2-5.

5 RTC Reply, p. 5.
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Later, RTC describes the obligation of sharing incumbent LECs as requiring "a [sharing LEe] at

least to approach the third party licensee" for favorable terms for a license extension, concluding

"[t]hat is all the Commission requires here.,,6 In fact, depending upon the factual situation, SWBT's

confidentiality obligations, and where practical, SWBT contemplates that it will often be willing to

voluntarily engage in those types of activities with respect to qualifying carriers. SWBT does not

believe, however, that the Qnkr can be so narrowly read, and the requirement so minimized.

The Commission has instead directed sharing incumbent LECs "to seek, to obtain, and to

provide necessary licensing" where necessary. Order, para. 69. This does not involve a question of

the Commission's authority "to involve" sharing LECs in the process of obtaining licenses.7 Rather,

the Commission is requiring sharing LECs to obtain something not already possessed so that it can

be "shared" with a qualifying carrier, and to do so in a manner satisfactory for the qualifying

carrier's needs and plans. As argued in SWBT's Petition, imposing the requirement is beyond the

Commission's authority and, contrary to the RTC Reply, is economically unreasonable and contrary

to the public interest.8 For those reasons as well as the other legal and practical reasons set forth in

the Petition (most of which were not addressed or rebutted by RTC), the Commission should

reconsider this aspect of its~.

6 Id., p. 6.

7 Id.

8 Id.
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RTC's claims addressing the relative negotiating positions of sharing incumbent LECs and

qualifying carriers are based upon fallacies and naked conclusions. For example, RTC asserts that

an IP holder

would also be far more likely to extend favorable big-customer arrangements to

include a sharing arrangement than it would be to grant equally favorable terms,

conditions, and prices for a small, stand-alone licensing arrangement negotiated by a

relative market bit-player.9

The first fallacy is that the sharing LEC will be large Ubig-customer" LEC. Under the Qukr, any

size incumbent LECs can be sharing LEC. Secondly, this argument also assumes that the qualifying

carrier will be a Urelative market bit-player." As SWBT's Petition pointed out, the qualifying carrier

could be any number ofmultinational carriers, including AT&T. 1O

Fundamentally, that RTC assertion presumes that an IP holder will be pre-disposed to

provide the sharing incumbent LEC more favorable terms for a license sought for the benefit for the

third party than the IP holder would give to the third party itself. No support whatsoever is

provided for that assertion, and SWBT cannot conceive of any. When a new license is needed in

order to engage in infrastructure sharing, SWBT fully anticipates that the identity of the qualifying

carrier will be known to the IP holder for the reasons stated in SWBT's Petition. ii There is no basis

9 lit.

10 P .. 4ebbon, p. .

11 Petition, p. 5 (discussion ofneed for privity, warranties, indemnities, limitations of
liability).
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for assuming that the IP holder will give the qualifying carrier more favorable terms just because the

providing LEC may somehow be involved. SWBT does not understand why RTC believes that an

IP holder would believe its favorable treatment of a third party would cause the sharing incumbent

LEC to view the holder favorably. IP holders certainly have given no such indication. Instead,IP

holders have indicated in another Commission proceeding their willingness to negotiate reasonable

IP licenses directly with requesting carriers under Section 251. 12 There is no economic, business, or

legal reason to expect that IP holders will treat Section 259 qualifying carriers differently than

Section 251 requesting carriers.

Finally, the RTC Reply contains an argument that seems to suggest that a sharing incumbent

LEC's purchasing and negotiating abilities are economies of scales and scope that should be made

available to qualifying carriers. 13 There is no basis in the Act or Section 259 for such a conclusion.

Again, Section 259 contemplates sharing of existing "infrastructure, technology, information,

facilities, or functions," not using the sharing incumbent LEC as a proxy to procure such items for a

qualifying carrier's use. With infrastructure sharing, qualifying carriers are able to take advantage

12 ~ "Comments ofLucent Technologies Inc." at page 6 and "Comments ofNorthem
Telecom Inc." at page 7, both filed April 15, 1997, in Petition ofMelfor Declaratory Ruling,
File No. CCBPol 97-4, CC Docket No. 96-98, which are hereby incorporated into this Reply.

13 RTC Reply, pp. 5, 6.
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of the economies of scale and scope realized by sharing LECs, not force them to "realize" unneeded

relationships.

Respectfully submitted,

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE
COMPANY

BY:~)/~
Ro ert M. ynch
Durward D. Dupre
Michael 1. Zpevak
Darryl W. Howard

Attorneys for
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

One Bell Center, Suite 3520
St. Louis, Missouri 63101
(314) 235-2507

May 12, 1997



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kelly Brickey, hereby certify that the

foregoing, "REPLY OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY" in

Docket No. 96-237 has been filed this 12th day of May, 1997

to the Parties of Record.

May 12, 1997



THOMAS J. BEERS,
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
INDUSTRY ANALYSIS DIVISION
2033 M STREET NW ROOM 500
WASHINGTON DC 20554

SCOT K BERGMANN
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
INDUSTRY ANALYSIS DIVISION
2033 M STREET NW ROOM 500
WASHINGTON DC 20554

KALPAKGUDE
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
POLICY AND PROGRAM PLANNING DIVISION
1919 M STREETNW
ROOM 544
WASHINGTON DC 20554

ITS INC
2100 M STREETNW
SUITE 140 WASHINGTON DC 20037

ELLEN BRYSON
UTILITIES CONSULTANT FOR JACKSON

THORNTON & CO PC
PO BOX 96
MONTGOMERY ALABAMA 36101-0096

RICHARD J METZGER
GENERAL COUNSEL
ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL

TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
1200 19TH STREET NW
SUITE 560
WASHINGTON DC 20036



HOWARD J SYMONS
CHRISTOPHER J HARVIE
MINTZ LEVIN COHN FERRIS GLOVSKY

AND POPEO PC
701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
SUITE 900
WASHINGTON DC 20004

DANIEL L BRENNER COUNSEL
NEAL M GOLDBERG COUNSEL
DAVID L NICOLL COUNSEL
LISA W SCHOENTHALER
DIRECTOR AND COUNSEL OFFICE OF SMALL

SYSTEMS OPERATORS
1724 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

AT&T CORPORATION
PETER H JACOBY
MARK C ROSENBLUM
PETER H JACOBY
295 NORTH MAPLE AVENUE
ROOM 3245Hl
BASKING RIDGE NJ 07920

RICHARD J JOHNSON
MICHAEL J BRADLEY
MOSS & BARNETT
ATTORNEYS FOR MINNESOTA INDEPENDENT

COALITION
4800 NORWEST CENTER
90 SOUTH SEVENTH STREET
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55401-4129

GLENN S RABIN
FEDERAL REGULATORY COUNSEL
ALLTEL CORPORATE SERVICES INC
655 15TH STREET NW
SUITE 220
WASHINGTON DC 20005



WILEY REIN & FIELDING
R MICHAEL SENKOWSKI
JEFFREY S LINDER
SUZANNE YELEN
1776 K STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP
JAMES S HAMASAKI
LUCILLE M MATES
140 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET ROOM 1526
SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA 94105

MARGARET E GARBER
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20004

MARY MCDERMOTT
LINDA KENT
CHARLES D COSSON
KEITH TOWNSEND
US TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
1401 H STREET NW SUITE 600
WASHINGTON DC 20005

ROBERT B MCKENNA
ATTORNEY FOR US WEST
1020 19TH STREETNW
SUITE 700
WASHINGTON DC 20036

M ROBERT SUTHERLAND
A KIRVEN GILBERT III
ATTORNEYS FOR BELLSOUTH CORPORAnON
1155 PEACHTREE STREET NE
SUITE 1700
ATLANTA GA 30309-3610



CAMPBELL L AYLING
ATTORNEY FOR NYNEX TELEPHONE

COMPANIES
1111 WESTCHESTER AVENUE
WHITE PLAINS NY 10604

JAY C KEITHLEY
SPRINT CORPORATION
1850 M STREETNW
SUITE 1100
WASHINGTON DC 20036

CRAIG T SMITH
SPRINT CORPORATION
PO BOX 11315
KANSAS CITY MO 64112

ALANNBAKER
ATIORNEY FOR AMERITECH
2000 WEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
HOFFMAN ESTATES IL 60196

GAIL L POLIVY
GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
1850 M STREET NW
SUITE 1200
WASHINGTON DC 20036

JEFFREY S LINDER
SUZANNE YELEN
ATTORNEYS FOR GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
WILEY REIN & FIELDING
1776 K STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

MICHAEL J SHORTLEY III
ATTORNEY FOR FRONTIER CORPORATION
180 SOUTH CLINTON AVENUE
ROCHESTER NEW YORK 14646



LAWRENCE FENSTER
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP
1801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

MARGOT SMILEY HUMPHREY
ATTORNEY FOR RURAL TELEPHONE COALITION
KOTEEN & NAFTALIN, LLP
1150 CONECTICUT AVE NW
SUITE 1000
WASHINGTON DC 20036

DAVID COSSON
L MARIE GUILLORY
ATTORNEYS FOR RURAL TELEPHONE

COALITION
2626 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037

LISAMZAINA
STUART POLIKOFF
ATTORNEYS FOR RURAL TELEPHONE

COALITION
21 DUPONT CIRCLE NW
SUITE 700
WASHINGTON DC 20036

MARY B CRANSTON
THERESA FENELON
PILLSBURY MADISON & SUTRO LLP
ATTORNEYS FOR OCTEL COMMUNICATrONS

CORPORATrON
1100 NEW YORK AVENUE NW
NINTH FLOOR EAST TOWER
WASHINGTON DC 20005



ROGER HAMILTON CHAIRMAN
RON EACHUS COMMISSIONER
JOAN SMITH COMMISSIONER
OREGON PUBLIC UT8LITY COMMISSION
550 CAPITOL STREET NE
SALEM OREGON 97310-1380


